REMARKS 

The Applicants do not believe that examination of the foregoing 
amendment will result in the introduction of new matter into the present 
application for invention. Therefore, the Applicants, respectfully, request that the 
above amendment be entered in and that the claims to the present application, 
kindly, be reconsidered. 

The Office Action dated April 7, 2005 has been received and considered 
by the Applicants. Claims 1-10 are pending in the present application for 
mvention. Claims 1-10 are rejected by the April 7, 2005 Office Action. 

The Office Action rejects Claims 1, 3, 6, 7 and under the provisions of 35 
U.S.C, §102(e) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6,839,680 issued to Liu et 
al. (hereinafter referred to as LiuetaU The MPEP at §2131 states that a "claim 
is anticipated only if each and every element as set forth in the claim is found, 
either expressly or inherently described, in a single prior art reference." Verdegaal 
Bros. V. Union Oil Co, of California, 814 F.2d 628, 631, 2 USPQ2d 1051, 1053 
(Fed. Ck. 1987). 

Regarding Claim 1, the Examiner states that Liu et al. teach an arrangement for 
distributing content, comprising an aggregator arranged for bundling the content 
according to a segment profile and distributing the content to a receiving device. The 
Examiner states that Liu et al. teach the receiving device comprising user profile 
maintenance means for generating and maintaining a user profile at col. 6, lines 11-17; 
col. 24, lines 38-40; and col. 41, lines 4-10. Liu et al teach at col. 6, lines 1 1-17 
generating visitor profile information; at col. 24, lines 38-40 teach a profile service 
responsible for generating and maintaining user profiles; and at col. 41, lines 4-10 teach 
maintenance of local and global profiles. The Examiner at this point states that Liu et al. 
teach transmitting the user profile to a profiling center with the hub of Liu et al. being 
read as the profiling center. 

The Examiner then asserts that the profiling center within Liu et al. (which as 
discussed above is the hub taught by Liu et al.) is arranged for aggregating user profiles 
received from plural receiving devices into an aggregated profile at col. 6, lines 19-23; 
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and col. 18, lines 50-53. Here the hub is again referred to as the profilmg center within 
Liu et aL . 

The Examiner further asserts that the profiling center within Liu et aL make the 
aggregated profile available to the aggregator for use as the segment profile at col. 15, 
lines 42-48 and col. 18, lines 20-25. The Applicant, respectfully, points out that in order 
for the foregoing assertion made by the Examiner to be true, the hub in Liu et al. must 
make an aggregated profile available to something that could reasonably be considered as 
an aggregator for use as something that could reasonably be considered as a segment 
profile. The Applicant, respectfully, points out that the Examiner does not mdicate how 
the hub in Liu et al. makes available an aggregated profile to something that could 
reasonably be considered as an aggregator for use as something that could reasonably be 
considered as a segment profile. Liu et al. at col. 15, lines 42-48 discuss the global 
category tree that maintains and distributes a collection of categories. The global 
category tree 604 in Fig. 6 that is being discussed by Liu et al. is not part of the hub. Liu 
etal. at coL 18, lines 20-25 discuses processing that occurs within a spoke of Liu et al. 
The Applicant, respectfiiUy, asserts that Liu et al. does not disclose, or suggest, the hub 
making the aggregated profile available to anything. More specifically, it is the Web 
Server (which is clearly not the hub and therefore should not be read as the profiling 
center defined by the rejected claims) that make the profiles available to the hub. The 
Applicant, respectfully, points out that at this point there is no anticipation because all the 
elements as defined by the rejected claims are not found. There is no disclosure, or 
suggestion, within Liu et aL for the hub 202 to make available to tiie Web Server 102 the 
aggregated profile for use as something that could reasonably be considered as a segment 
profile. The Applicant, respectfiiUy, point out that the rejection does not address how a 
hub or spoke within Liu et al. make available the aggregated profile available to Web 
Server for use as the segment profile. Therefore, this rejection is, respectfiiUy, traversed. 

Regarding Claim 3, the arrangement of rejected Claim 1 as discussed above 
requires that the profiling center make the aggregated profile available to the aggregator 
for use as the segment profile. Rejected Claim 3 further defines subject matter for 
aggregating user profiles received from plural receivmg devices and for making the 
aggregated profile available to an for use as a segment profile. As previously discussed 
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the hub is that portion Liu et al. that has been used by the rejection as the profiling center. 
There is no disclosure or suggestion for the hub within Liu et al. to have any function in 
making the aggregated profile available to a Web Server (the aggregator) an for use as a 
segment profile. Therefore, this rejection I s, respectfiiUy traversed. 

Claims 6-7 further narrows and define Claim 1. Therefore, Claims 6-7 are also 
believed to be allowable. 

Regarding Claim 8, as previously discussed with respect to rejected Claim 1, the 
rejection asserts that the profiling center withm Liu et al. make the aggregated profile 
available to the aggregator for use as the segment profile at col. 15, lines 42-48 and col. 
18, lines 20-25. As previously discussed, in order for the foregoing assertion to be true, 
the hub in Liu et al. must make an aggregated profile available to something that could 
reasonably be considered as an aggregator for use as something that could reasonably be 
considered as a segment profile. The Applicant, respectfiilly, points out that the 
Examiner does not indicate how the hub in Liu et al. makes available an aggregated 
profile to something that could reasonably be considered as an aggregator for use as 
something that could reasonably be considered as a segment profile. Liu et al. at col. 15, 
lines 42-48 discuss the global category tree that maintains and distributes a collection of 
categories. The global category tree 604 in Fig. 6 that is being discussed by Liu et al. is 
not part of the hub. Liu et al. at col. 18, lines 20-25 discuses processing that occurs 
within a spoke of LiuetaL The Applicant, respectfully, asserts that Liu et al. does not 
disclose, or suggest, the hub making the aggregated profile available to anything. More 
specifically, it is the Web Server (which is clearly not the hub and therefore should not be 
read as the profiling center defined by the rejected claims) that make the profiles 
available to the hub. The Applicant, respectfully, points out that at this point there is no 
anticipation because all the elements as defined by the rejected claims are not found. 
There is no disclosure, or suggestion, within Liu et al. for the hub 202 to make available 
to die Web Server 102 the aggregated profile for use as something that could reasonably 
be considered as a segment profile. The Applicant, respectfully, point out diat the 
rejection does not address how a hub or spoke within Liu et al. make available die 
aggregated profile available to Web Server for use as the segment profile. Therefore, this 
rejection is, respectfully, traversed. 
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The Office Action rejects Claim 2 under the provisions of 35 U.S.C, §103(a) as 
being unaptentable over Liu et al. in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,61 1,607 issued to Davis et 
aL (hereinafter referred to as Davis et al) . The Examiner states that Liu et al. disclose the 
subject matter defined by rejected Claim 2 except for the use of watermark technology. 
The Examiner's position is that Davis et al. teach the subject matter defined by rejected 
Claim 2 including the arranged wherein metadata related to the content is embedded by 
means of a watermark. The Applicant, respectfully, disagrees with the assertions 
contained in the rejection that Davis et al. teach the subject matter defined by rejected 
Claims 1 and 2. Claim 2 defines subject matter for metadata related to the content being 
embedded into the content by means of a watermark. To satisfy an obviousness rejection, 
the content must be used as stated in rejected Claim 1 as previously discussed; which is 
not disclosed or suggested by Davis et al. Therefore, this rejection is, respectfully 
traversed. 

The Office Action rejects Claim 4, 5, 9 and 10 under the provisions of 35 
U.S.C. §103(a) as being unaptentable over Liu et al. in view of U.S. Patent No. 
6,240,185 issued to Van Wie et al. (hereinafter referred to as Van Wie et aL) . The 
Examiner states that Liu et aL disclose the subject matter defined by rejected 
claims except for rights management for inclusion in a rights profile or a financial 
profile fi*om a financial clearinghouse. The Examiner's position is that Van Wie 
et aL. teach the subject matter defined by rejected claims for rights management 
for inclusion in a rights profile or a financial profile fix>m a financial 
clearinghouse. 

Claim 4, 5, 9 and 10 define subject matter for the profiling center being 
arranged to aggregate rights management for inclusion in a rights profile and to 
additionally aggregate a financial profile fi-om a financial clearinghouse. These 
arrangements are not disclosed or suggested by the cited references. Therefore, 
this rejection is traversed. 

The foregoing amendment adds new Claims 1 1-13 that define subject 
matter similar to Claims 1, 2 and 8. Therefore, examination of Claim 1 1-13 
should not results in the introduction of new matter into the present application 
for invention. 
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Applicant is not aware of any additional patents, publications, or other 
information not previously submitted to the Patent and Trademark Office which 
would be required under 37 C.F.R. 1.99. 



In view of the foregoing amendment and remarks, the Applicant believes 



that the present application is in condition for allowance, with such allowance being, 
respectfully, requested. 



Please address all correspondence 
for this case to: 
Michael E. Belk 

Senior Intellectual Property Counsel 
Philips Intellectual Property & Standards 
Philips Electronics N.A. Corp. 
P.O. Box 3001 

BriarclifFManor,NY 10510-8001 USA 
914-333-9643 
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with the United States Postal Service as first-class mail in an envelope 
addressed to: Mail Stop: Amendment, COMMISSIONER FOR PATENTS, 
P.O. Box 1450, Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

on: August 6. 2005 
(Mailing Date) 




Respectfully submitted. 



Tames D. Leimbach 
Patent Attorney, Reg. No. 34,374 



Person Siting: James D. Leimbach 
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